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VIA ECFS 
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Washington, D.C.  20554 
 

Re: Preserving the Open Internet, GN Docket No. 09-191; Framework for Broadband 
Internet Service, GN Docket No. 10-127; A National Broadband Plan for Our 
Future, GN Docket No. 09-51; Connect America Fund, WC Docket No. 10-90; 
High-Cost Universal Service Support, WC Docket No. 05-337 

 
Dear Ms. Dortch: 
 

On December 14, 2010, Eric Einhorn, Jennie Chandra, and the undersigned, from 
Windstream Communications, Inc. (“Windstream”), met with Angela Kronenberg, Wireline 
Legal Advisor to Commissioner Mignon Clyburn.  Consistent with its filings in the above-
referenced proceedings, Windstream argued that the creation of separate regulatory silos for 
wireless and wireline will distort inter-platform competition, which is highlighted in the attached 
article that was provided to Ms. Kronenberg. 

 
Windstream contended that the need for parity and even-handed treatment of wireline and 

wireless broadband services will recur and should be addressed by the Commission now.  In 
particular, Windstream cited the upcoming creation of the Connect America Fund to promote 
universal broadband and voice connectivity.  The National Broadband Plan proposes to fund 
broadband deployment for one provider per high-cost area.  Will we potentially see one network 
openness standard in one high-cost area, and a separate standard in a nearby area that has a 
different provider?  Windstream asserted that if fixed broadband providers are subject to network 
openness rules, these same rules must apply to any provider—including any mobile wireless 
provider—that offers broadband as a supported service pursuant to Section 254 of the 
Communications Act.  Windstream also submitted the attached document. 

 
If you have any questions or need any additional information, please feel free to contact 

me.  
 
 



Sincerely, 
 
/s/  
 
Malena F. Barzilai 

 
Attachments 
 
cc: Angela Kronenberg 









CTIA Advocacy in Support of Competitive Neutrality 
 
 
1. IP Transition  
 

According to CTIA, “The Commission should ensure regulatory parity among providers 
during the transition from predominantly circuit-switched to IP networks. The Commission 
should explore how to ensure that neither circuit-switched nor IP-based providers are advantaged 
or disadvantaged by regulatory structures while the two types of networks operate concurrently 
and compete with one another.”  
 

Comments re: NBP PN #25 (Transition to IP) (12/22/09), p. 4, 
http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/ecfs/document/view?id=7020354253 (emphasis added). 
 
 
2. Online Privacy  
 

In arguing that Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act liability should not attach to wireless 
companies that offer Internet access (as is the case for wireline companies), CTIA observes that 
“wireless carriers now provide the same Internet access function as do other ISPs, such as 
cable operators and DSL providers.”  
 

Comments re: Implementation of the COPPA Rule (6/30/10), p. 8, 
http://www.ftc.gov/os/comments/copparulerev2010/547597-00039-54849.pdf (emphasis added). 
 
 
3. Public Safety 
 

CTIA urges the FCC to “ensure that any requirements for Next Generation 911 services . . . be 
technology neutral and technically feasible.”  
 

Comments re: NBP # 8 (Public Safety, Homeland Security, Cybersecurity) (11/12/2009), p. 2, 
http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/ecfs/document/view?id=7020348089 (emphasis added). 
 

 
4. Pole Attachments 
 

CTIA argues that “all providers capable of providing broadband Internet access service should 
be subject to the lower default Cable Rate Formula that will promote competitive parity for all 
broadband service providers.”  
 

Reply Comments re: Pole Attachments (4/22/08), pp. 12-13, 
http://files.ctia.org/pdf/080422_CTIA_Pole_Attachments_NPRM_Reply.pdf (emphasis added). 
 
 
5. Universal Service  
 

CTIA’s USF advocacy is riddled with calls for competitive neutrality. For example, the 
introduction to CTIA’s comments on the Connect America Fund includes the following: 
 

• “CTIA proposes modest changes . . . , including encouraging the Commission to . . . 
Adopt long-term reforms that are competitively neutral. . . .”  (p. ii)  

 



• “In these comments, CTIA proposes changes to the Commission’s near-term proposals 
to ensure that competitive disparities in the legacy high cost mechanism are not 
perpetuated, or worse, exacerbated. Specifically, CTIA urges the Commission to 
ensure . . . that any phase-out of existing high cost support is undertaken . . . in a 
competitively neutral manner, with the same timeline for the phase-out of legacy support 
for all industry participants. As CTIA explains, drawing down CETC support, without 
making similar changes to incumbent LEC funding, would place the burden of reform 
solely on one class of consumer, one class of provider, and one technology.” (p. ii) 

 

• “CTIA also believes that the Commission is unquestionably correct in calling for 
competitively-neutral funding and recognizing the need to support the function of 
mobility, whether through the broadband-focused fund or a mobility-focused fund or a 
combination of the two.” (p. iii) 

 

Such calls for competitive neutrality are repeated throughout the text of the comments. (Just 
search for “neutral” – which appears 36 times in these comments alone.)  
 

Comments re: CAF (7/12/10), http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/ecfs/comment/view?id=6015666265 
(emphasis added).  See also Comments re: NBP #19 (USF/ICC) (12/7/09), 
http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/ecfs/document/view?id=7020351764 (reiterating requests for competitive 
neutrality); Reply Comments re: CAF (8/11/10), 
http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/ecfs/comment/view?id=6015847094 (same). 
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